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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci sion docunent is an anendnent to the Records of Decision (RODs) for Qperable Units (QUs) 1 and 2
signed on July 19, 1990 and March 31, 1992, respectively for the Portland Cenent Co. (Kiln Dust #2 and #3)
Superfund Site (the Site). In June 1992, EPA and UDEQ conbined OJs 1 and 2 to facilitate ROORA.  The QU1
and OU-2 conbi ned renedies are hereinafter referred to as the conbined remedy. During renedial design (RD)
of the conbined remedy, EPA and the Wah Department of Environnental Quality (UDEQ received new information
whi ch pronpted nodifications to the conbined renedy. This docunment sets forth the nodified conbi ned remedy
for the Site. This ROD Arendnent is undertaken pursuant to the requirenments delineated in Section 400.345
(c)(2)(ii) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and Section 117 of the Conprehensive Environmnent al
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anmended by the Superfund Amendnents and

Reaut hori zati on Act of 1986 (SARA).

Thi s docurment explains the basis for nodifying the selected renedy for the Site that was set forth in the
original RODs. The information that forns the basis for this renedial action decision is contained in the
adm nistrative record for the Site, and is sunmari zed in the attached Deci sion Summary.

The State of U ah concurs with the nmodified conbined remedy for the Site as set forth herein.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this ROD, may present an inmnent and substantial endangernent to public health,
wel fare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE MODI FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY

The nodi fied conbi ned renedy addresses the contam nant sources at the Site including cenent kiln dust (CKD)
and chrom umbearig brick. The nodified conbined renedy al so addresses CKD-contami nated soil underlying the
CKD. EPA and UDEQ are addressing contam nated groundwater at the Site through a separate QU, QU 3. UDEQis
the | ead agency for the on-going remedi al investigation/focused feasibility study for QU 3.

The nodi fied conbi ned renedy includes the foll owi ng naj or conponents:

1 Rermoval and off-site disposal of CKD and contam nated soil. D sposal could
occur in various types of facilities;

Renoval and off-site treatnent and di sposal of chrom umbearing bricks;

Reuse of non-hazardous debris as Site fill material; and

Fol | owi ng renoval activities, covering the site with a mnimum of 18 inches of
cl ean backfill.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The nodified conbined renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with federal and
state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. This remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions the maxi numextent practicable and, in part,
satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility or
volume as a principle el ement.

Because the nodified conbined renmedy will |eave highly alkaline soils on site, a revieww ||l be conducted
within five years follow ng the comrencenent of renedial action to ensure that the renedy continues to



provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnent.

<I MG SRC 0895107>

Robert L. Duprey, Director Dat e
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EPA Region VII|I
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D anne R N el son, Executive D rector Dat e
U ah Departrment of Environmental Quality



DECI SI ON SUMVARY
AVMENDED RECORD OF DECI SI ON
PORTLAND CEMENT CO (KILN DUST #2 & #3)
COMVBI NED OPERABLE UNITS 1 AND 2
SALT LAKE G TY, UTAH

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES AND REASONS FCR MODI FYI NG

THE REMEDY . .o 3
1. COiginal Conbined Remedy . ... i e 3
2. Reasons For Mdifying The Renmedy (New Information): ............... 4
3. Mudified Conbined Remedy ......... . ... 7
4. Summary of Changes to The Conbined Renedy ......................... 8
1. EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATIVES . . . . o e e e e 8
V. THE SELECTED REMEDY . . . ..t e e e e e 11
V. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS . . ..o e s 13

Li st of Tables

Table 1 MODI FI ED COMBI NED REMEDY COST ESTINMATE . ... ... .. L. 15
Table 2 REMEDY COST ESTI MATE PRESENT WORTH CALCULATIONS ............... 16
Table 3 ARARs for MODIFIED COMBINED REMEDY . ........ ... i, 17



DECI SI ON SUMVARY

FOR THE
AVENDED RECORD OF DECI SI ON
PORTLAND CEMENT CO (KI LN DUST #2 & #3)
COMVBI NED CPERABLE UNITS 1 AND 2

l. I NTRCDUCTI ON

Thi s docurment sets forth the nodified selected renedy for the Portland Cement Co. (Kiln Dust #2 & #3)
Superfund Site (Site), Conbined Qperable Units 1 and 2. This docunent al so sunmarizes the basis for

nodi fying the original renmedy. This RCD anmendnent was developed to fulfill the requirenents of the
Conpr ehensi ve Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund
Amendrent and Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 (SARA) 8117 and the National Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 CFR Part
300. 435(c) (2) (ii).

The Site is located in Salt Lake Gty, UWah within a triangular area defined by Indi ana Avenue, Redwood Road,
and the Jordan River Surplus Canal. The 70 acre Site is a forner dunping ground for cenent kiln dust (CKD)
and chrom umbearing kiln bricks, by-products of the cenent manufacturing process. There is an estinated
500, 000 cubi c yards of CKD and 360 tons of chrom umbearing bricks at the Site.

The State of U ah Departnent of Environnental Quality (UDEQ is the |ead agency for conducting renedi al
design and renedial action (ROJRA) at the Site. The U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) is the
support agency at the Site.

The RODs for Operable Units (QUs) 1 and 2 were signed on July 19, 1990 and March 31, 1992, respectively. In
June of 1992, EPA and UDEQ conbined QUs 1 and 2 to facilitate ROORA. The OJ 1 and QU 2 conbi ned renedi es are
hereinafter referred to as the conbined remedy. During RD of the conbined remedy, EPA and UDEQ recei ved new
information which pronpted a reeval uation of the original conbined renmedy. This

information is described in detail in the Section Il of this docunent.

Thi s docunment does not attenpt to fully sunmarize the basis for renedial action at the Site. The
original RODs and the administrative record (AR) for the Site provide this basis and should be referenced for
this information.

In accordance with the NCP section 300.825(a)(2), this ROD anendnent is part of
the AR for the Site. The ARfor this Site is currently located at the follow ng | ocations:

EPA Superfund Records Center Chapman Li brary

999 18th Street, Fifth Fl oor 577 South 900 West

Denver, Col orado 80202 Salt lake Gty, U ah 84104
Hours: MF 8:00 am to 4:30 p.m Hours: MTh 10 a.m to 8 p.m

Fr/Sat 10 aam to 6 p.m
1. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES AND REASONS FOR MCDI FYI NG THE REMEDY

Bot h the original conbined renedy and the nodified conbi ned renmedy address all contani nant sources
and the contanminated soil at the Site.

1. Oiginal Conbi ned Renedy
The original conbined remedy involves renoval and off-site disposal of CKDin a landfill constructed

specifically for the Site waste. Co-di sposed chrom um bearing bricks woul d be separated fromthe CKD and
tenporarily stored on-site. Co-disposed, non-hazardous materials at the Site, such as construction debris,

woul d al so be renoved and di sposed of in the landfill along with the CKD.

The landfill would be |ocated in the general vicinity of the Salt Lake Valley Landfill in Salt Lake
County. It would be constructed as an industrial waste, double-lined |andfill equipped with | eak detection.
The landfill would have a | ayered cover systemw th a synthetic menbrane and a six foot chain link fence to

provi de security.

Site soils contam nated above the action | evels woul d be excavated. Contam nated soils that exhibit
characteristics of a hazardous waste, as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), woul d
be treated on-site. The stored chronme bricks at the Site would al so be treated on-site. Treated materials
and contam nated soils would be di sposed of off-site at an appropriate facility. The soil action |levels
woul d be, for lead, 500 parts per mllion (ppm and, for arsenic, 70 ppm Chrom umbearing bricks woul d be
treated through chemcal fixation followed by solidification and the soils that exhibit characteristics of a



hazar dous waste would be treated by solidification.

Fol | owi ng renoval activities, the entire Site would be covered with a mninmum of 18" of clean
backfill.

Gound water at the Site would be nonitored both before and after renmoval of the CKD and
contanminated soils. The purpose of this nmonitoring would be to assess the need for ground-water renediation
in the future.

If necessary, institutional controls in the formof deed restrictions would be inposed. These
controls woul d be designed to control, as necessary, future ground water and |and use at the Site. The need
for institutional controls would be assessed during remnedial design.

Oper ations and nai ntenance (& of the remedy woul d include, at a mininum 1) routine inspections
of the new landfill site, 2) maintenance, as necessary, of the new landfill cap and the 18 inch soil cover at
the Superfund Site, and 3) annual nonitoring of the ground water quality surrounding the new landfill.

The remedy would cost $19.3 million in present worth dollars. This cost assunes that the total
capital costs would be $23.5 million spent over a five year period and annual O8M costs of $5,000 for a
thirty year period. A sumrary of this cost estinate is provided in Table 2 and in the RCDs for QU1 and
QU 2.

The maj or applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) for the renedy woul d be 1)
St at e Hazardous Waste Storage regul ations, 2) RCRA Land Disposal Regul ations, and 3) Federal and State Air
Quality Rules. Major rules which would apply to offsite activities include: 1) the State and Federal Solid
and Hazardous Waste Rules, 2) the CERCLA O'fsite Rule, and 3) the Departnent of Transportati on Hazardous
Materials Transport Rules. A conplete listing of the ARARs for the remedy is provided in the RODs dated July
19, 1990 and March 31, 1992.

2. Reasons For Modifying The Renedy (New I nformation):

Since signing the Site RODs, EPA and UDEQ have received new i nformati on whi ch has pronpted
consideration of a nodified renedy. This information is as foll ows:

a. Unsolicited Proposals from Commercial Landfills: Several existing commercial

landfills have contacted UDEQ with unsolicited proposals to accept the Site CKD. Sone of
these offers indicate that disposal in commercial landfills could be as or nore cost-effective
than constructing a new landfill.

b. Public Concerns Regarding Landfill Location: Menbers and | eaders of the Salt Lake
Cty and County and Magna communities have expressed opposition to constructing a new

landfill in Salt Lake County. Summaries of the concerns raised by these comunities can be
found in the responsiveness sunmaries for the QUs 1 and 2 RODs and this ROD
amendnent .

d. EPA Reevaluation of RCRA Applicability: Since signing the QJ2 ROD, EPA has

concl uded that soils contamnated with CKD are exenpt fromregul ati on under the RCRA
Subtitle Claw (as is CKD)1. Previously, EPA took the position that soils contam nated with
CKD were consi dered a RCRA hazardous waste and subject to RCRA Subtitle C

requirenents. One such RCRA Subtitle Crequirenent is that the waste be treated prior to

di sposal. Under EPA's new RCRA interpretation, soils that are contam nated with CKD do

not need to be treated prior to disposal.

e. Value Engineering: During value engineering sessions held during Site remedi al design,
EPA and UDEQ nmade two cost saving determ nations:

1) Since soils do not need to be treated prior to disposal, chrone bricks can be
treated | ess expensively off-site than on-site because of the economes of scale. |If
only the chrom umbearing bricks require treatnment, it becones nore expensive to
design, nobilize, and operate a treatnment facility on the Site than to send the
materials to an existing treatnent facility off-site.

2) Non-hazardous debris which has been di sposed along with the CKD at the Site can

be safely re-used at the Site as fill material follow ng removal of the CKD. Studies
indicate that there are approxi mately 300, 000 cubic yards of construction debris
mxed with soil fill at the Site, nostly concentrated in the west portion. Value

engineering indicates that this soil and debris nmay provide a safe and cost-effective fill



material for the Site.

Based on the new information set forth in this section, EPA proposed a nodified conbined renedy in
Novenber 1993. This proposal was set forth in an EPA and UDEQ public fact sheet entitled: Explanation of
Significant D fferences and Proposed Plan to Arend the Records of Decision for Cperable Units 1 and 2, dated
Novenber 1993 ("the Proposed Plan"). Since issuing the Proposed Plan, events have occurred that have
pronpted changes to the proposed Mdified Conbi ned Renedy. These events are as foll ows:

a. Start of Q)3 RI/FFS: In early 1994, EPA and UDEQ agreed to commence work

on a renedi al investigation/focused feasibility study (RI/FFS) for the ground water operable
unit at the Site (QJ3). Previously, EPA and UDEQ pl anned to address QU3 fol |l owi ng

renoval of the CKD and soil. During renedial design it became apparent that it was

possi ble, froma technical standpoint, to conplete the RI/FFS process for QU 3 concurrent
with remedial design and renmedial action for QUs 1 and 2.

Starting the QU3 RI/FFS affects the conbined renedy in that groundwater

1 This determ nation was set forth in a nmermorandum from EPA headquarters offices to
EPA Region VIII dated June 30, 1993. The subject of the nenorandumis "Carification of
RCRA Application to Soils Contam nated by Cenent Kiln Dust". This menorandumis in the AR

nmonitoring and institutional controls, which were part of the conbined OJ1 and OJ 2 renedies, will now be
addressed through inplenentati on of the QU3 remedi al process.

b. State Assurances for Qperations and Maintenance | n February 1995, EPA
awar ded UDEQ a cooperative agreement (CA) for Q)1 and OJ 2 renedial action at the
Site. As part of the CA UDEQ assured the future nmai ntenance of the renedy as necessary

to abate a direct and imrediate threat to public health and the environnent. In performng
operations and nai ntenance, UDEQ wi Il be taking appropriate nmeasures to assure that there
is not unacceptabl e exposure to the al kaline residual contam nation which will remain at the

Site following conpletion of renedial action. UDEQ and EPA are negotiating with the

property owners to place deed restrictions on the Site to reduce the risk of unacceptable
exposure to contam nants as descri bed above. However, if UDEQ and EPA are unable to

reach an agreenent with the property owners, UDEQ may rely upon its statutory authorities

and powers to satisfy its assurance, so finalization of the agreenent with the property owners
to place deed restrictions on the Site is not a prerequisite to inplenenting the renedy.

The original conmbined remedy called for institutional controls, as necessary, to control exposure to
residual contanination at the Site. Since UDEQ has assured the future maintenance of the renedy as descri bed
above, I1C s for this purpose are no | onger a necessary conmponent of the renedy.

C. Summitville Feasibility Study: In the Proposed Plan, EPA and UDEQ proposed

using the Site CKD as an acid neutralizing agent as part of EPA s energency response at the
Summitville Mne in Colorado. Since issuing the Proposed Plan, EPA has determ ned that

the Site CKD cannot be cost-effectively transported to the Summitville mne. Therefore, use
of CKD as a resource is no |longer a conponent of the conbi ned renedy.

d. Design Site Characterization One renedi al design task involved nore-accurately

defining the vertical extent of contam nation at the Site. The prinmary purpose of this task
was to quantify the volune of naterials to be renoved so that renedial action contractors
could nore accurately and conpetitively bid the project. Results of the design site
characterization indicate that contam nated soil above the action |evels and underlying the
CKD extends to a maxi numdepth of 18". |In some areas of the Site the design sanpling
showed residual contanination extendi ng beyond 18", however, those areas were in all cases
bel ow the water table. These areas will be addressed through the OQJ 3 (groundwater)

remedi al process.

The O 2 ROD calls for renoval of all Site soil above the action levels. However, the RCD does not
speci fy a maxi numrenedi ati on depth. Based on results of the site characterization sanpling and to address
remedi al action contracting concerns, EPA and UDEQ have nodified the renedy so that it requires excavation
and di sposal of all contaminated soils to a nmaxi mum depth of 24".

3. Modi fi ed Conbi ned Renedy

Based on anal ysis of the new information presented above, the follow ng nodified renedy was
devel oped:



CKD woul d be renoved and di sposed of off-site. Disposal could occur in either a commercial |andfil

or a landfill constructed off-site specifically for the Site CKD (as in the original renedy). Based on
information received during remedi al design, disposal in a commercial landfill would provide the best bal ance
of the NCP's nine criteria (these criteria are summarized in Section IIl, of this document). Final selection

of the disposal option (comercial versus constructing a new |andfill) would be made foll ow ng eval uation of
bi ds received fromcomrercial landfills during the renedial action contractor procurenent process.
Construction of a new landfill would be considered only if disposal in a commercial

landfall is found to provide an unacceptabl e bal ance of the nine evaluation criteria.

The landfill chosen or constructed would be |ined and capped according to applicable | aws and woul d
comply with EPA's Of-site Rule. Co-disposed non-hazardous materials at the Site would either be di sposed of
off-site or used at the Site as backfill (this decision would be made during renedial action and woul d be
based on whether it is economcally feasible to separate CKD from non-hazardous debri s).

CKD- cont am nated soils would be renoved to a naxi mum depth of 24" and di sposed of off-site.
Contami nated soils would not be treated prior to disposal. Chrone bricks would be separated fromthe CKD and
be treated and di sposed of off-site. Chrone bricks would be treated and di sposed of in accordance with
appl i cabl e RCRA | and di sposal regul ations. Follow ng renpoval activities, the entire Site would be backfilled
with a mninmum of 18" of clean backfill.

&M of the remedy would include: 1) routine inspections of the new landfill site (if one is built),
2) mai ntenance, as necessary, of the new landfill cap, and 3) nmintenance, as necessary, of the 18 inch soil
cover at the Superfund Site. |If a newlandfill is not constructed, & would be limted to only item3):

nmai nt enance, as necessary, of the 18" cap at the Site.

The remedy would cost $ 18.6 mllion in present worth dollars. This cost assunes that the total
capital costs would be $ 21.8 mllion spent over a five year period and annual Q&M costs of $5,000 for a
thirty year period. A summary of this cost estimate is provided in Tables 1 and 2.

The nmaj or ARARs for the remedy would be 1) State Hazardous WAste Storage regul ati ons and 2) Federal
and State Air Quality Rules. Mjor rules which would apply to offsite activities include: 1) the State and
Federal Solid and Hazardous Waste Rules, 2) the CERCLA Of-site Rule, and 3) the Department of Transportation
Hazardous Materials Transport Rules. Table 3 provides a conplete analysis of the ARARs for the nodified
r ermredy.

4. Summary of Changes to The Conbi ned Renedy.

The differences between the original and proposed nodified conbined renedi es are summari zed bel ow. This
summary al so indi cates which changes to the renmedy EPA and the State consider fundanmental 2 changes rat her
than significant changes:



Oigi nal Conbi ned Renedy:

Fundanent al Changes:

(o]

Treat contam nated soils to neet |and-ban restrictions
(apply RCRA subtitle Cto soils).

Non- hazardous debris at the Site is to be renoved and
di sposed of off-site.

Si gni fi cant Changes:

(o]

Renmoval and off-site disposal of CKD. Construct
landfill near Salt Lake Valley Landfill.

Use double liner for landfill interior and cap with
veget ated | ayer.

Treat chronme bricks on-site.

Modi fi ed Conbi ned Renedy:

Do not treat contami nated soils prior to disposal.

Non- hazar dous debris woul d either be used as Site
backfill or disposed of off-site.

Renmoval and off-site disposal of CKD. Consider the
follow ng options for disposal:

a. Di spose of CKD in a permtted
commercial landfill.
b. Construct a landfill off-site.

Type of liners used would depend on regul ations
governing the landfill chosen for disposal.

Treat chrone bricks off-site.



[ EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

This section provides the conparative analysis of the Oiginal Conbi ned Renmedy and the Modified Conbi ned
Remedy with respect to the nine key criteria established in the NCP. These criteria are:

(1) COverall protection of human health and the environnent;
(2) Conpliance with ARARs;

(3) Use of treatnment to achieve a reduction in the toxicity, nobility or vol ume of
cont am nant s;

2 The criteria used to classify changes as significant and fundamental are set forth in the
NCP.

(4) Long-termeffectiveness and pernanence in protecting human health and the environnent;

(5) Short-termeffectiveness in protecting human health and the environment;

(6) Inplementability;

(7) Cost-effectiveness;

(8) State acceptance; and

(9) Community acceptance.
Criteria 1 and 2 are threshold criteria and nust be nmet by the selected renedial action alternative.
Criteria 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 are balancing criteria. The final two are nodifying criteria which are used to

eval uate the alternatives based on UDEQ and conmunity concerns.

The strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives were weighed to identify the alternative providing the
best bal ance anong the nine criteria. This section provides a summary of this analysis.

Overal |l Protectiveness of Human Health and the Environnent

Both alternatives would equally reduce risks to human health and the environnment at the Site in that
both alternatives provide for conplete renoval of waste sources and soils contam nated above action |evels.

Conpl i ance with ARARs
Both Alternatives would conply with all ARARs at the Site.
Long-term Ef f ecti veness

At the Site, both alternatives equally provide for long-termeffectiveness and permanence in that both
alternatives provide for conplete renoval of waste sources and soils contam nated above action |evels.

Of the Site, the nodified conbined renedy is nore effective in the |ong-termbecause, if an existing
commercial landfill is used for disposal, there will not be the added operations and nai nt enance requirenents
associated with naintaining a new landfill for the waste CKD and soil.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume Through Treat nent

The nodified conbined remedy is |ess-effective at reducing the toxicity of contam nated soil since soils
woul d not be treated prior to disposal.

Both alternatives provide for reduction of nobility of CKD and contami nated soils in that the wastes
wi Il be disposed of in accordance with EPA's Of-site Rule. However, the original conbined renedy woul d
provi de better reduction of the nobility of CKD because the waste woul d definitely be disposed of in a
doubl e-lined landfill.

Both alternatives equally provide for reduction of nobility and toxicity of chrom um bearing bricks
through off-site treatnent and di sposal.

Short-term Effecti veness



The nodified remedy is nore effective in the short-termbecause it could potentially be inplenented by
the end of 1995. The original renedy, on the other hand, would likely take 2 to 3 years |onger because of
the time associated with permtting and constructing a new landfill. However, the nodified remedy is |ess
protective in the short-termdue to risks associated with transporting contam nated nmateri al s because bricks
will be treated off-site and soils would not be treated prior to disposal.

Inpl ementability

The nodified remedy is nore inplenentabl e because there are nore options for disposal of CKD. As
descri bed above, several existing commercial landfills are interested in receiving the CKD. Moreover,
alternatives for disposal of CKD that do not require constructing a new landfill are nore viable since there
are uncertainties associated with successfully obtaining a new landfill permt. In addition, because soils
no longer require treatment, design and devel opnent of a treatnment systemis no | onger necessary.
Cost

The nodified remedy costs the sane as or less than the original renedy in the follow ng areas:

1. A comercial facility would be used for disposal of CKDonly if it is as or nore

cost-effective than constructing a landfill. As discussed in Section Il., renedial
design estimates indicate that the costs for transportation and disposal of CKDin a
newy constructed landfill are conparable to disposing it in a comercial landfill.

2. The nodified remedy woul d not include the cost of treating the contam nated soils
prior to disposal. This anobunts to a savings of approximately $2.9 mllion in capital cost.3

3. By treating the chromumbearing brick off-site instead of on-site a treatnent process
does not need to be designed and a treatnent plant does not need to be nobilized.
Design estimates indicate that treating the bricks off-site woul d save approxi mately
$1, 358.50 per ton of brick4.

4. Reusing the non-hazardous construction debris on the Wst site as backfill could save
up to $29 per ton of material reused>5.

St at e Accept ance

UDEQ has worked in partnership with EPA throughout the ROD Arendnent process and concurs with the
sel ected renedy for the Site.

Conmmuni ty Accept ance

Comunity input on the proposed nodified renedy was solicited by EPA and UDEQ during the public coment
period from Novenber 1, 1993 to Decenber 1, 1993. No opposition to the proposed nodified renedy was
expressed with the exception of one witten comment. This coment expressed opposition over the possibility
of constructing a new landfill near Magna's residential areas (as called for in the original conbined
remedy). Responses to community comments are in the attached responsi veness summary.
V. THE SELECTED REMEDY

EPA and UDEQ bel i eve that the Modified Conbi ned Renedy neets the threshold evaluating criteria of the
NCP and provi des the best balance of the remaining criteria anong the two alternatives considered. EPA and
UDEQ have therefore selected the Mdified Conbi ned Remedy, as descri bed above, to address risks posed by the
Site.
Remedi al Action bjectives:

The obj ectives of the nodified conbined remedy are:

1) to renove the source of soil and ground water contam nation;

[3 This figure is based on the cost estimate for soils treatnment provided in the Q)2 ROD. ]

[4 This figure is based on URS estinates published in neno fromRal ph Rice to Steven
Thiriot dated May 26, 1993. This figure assumes disposal at the ESI facility.]

[5 This figure is based on the engineer's cost estinmate published by URS consultants.]



2) to reduce risks associated wth:

direct contact with waste CKD;

exposure to w ndbl own dust fromthe waste CKD,

exposure to soils with elevated | evels of |ead, arsenic, and alkalinity; and
exposure to chrom um

aoop

3) tomnimze restrictions on future use of the Site; and

4) to conply with all CERCLA requirenments and all identified ARARs and applicable
laws and regul ations for off-site work.

Renedi ati on Goal s and Performance St andards:

Remedi ati on goals are designed to attain the renedial action objectives. Since no Federal or State
chem cal specific ARARs exist for soils, action |levels were devel oped through a site-specific risk analysis.
The action level for lead is 500 ppmand is based upon an acceptabl e blood-1ead | evel in children exposed to
the soil through ingestion. At the lead action level, no nore than 5% of children exposed to soil at the
Site are predicted to have a bl ood-lead | evel above the acceptable [evel of 10 -g/DL.

The action level for arsenic in soil is 70 ppm Al though arsenic | evel s above 70 ppm have not been
detected on the site, the action level is established because arsenic can not be ruled out by statistical
anal ysis as a contam nant of concern. Soil containing arsenic at the action |evel concentration pose a 2 x
10-5 risk of contracting cancer as a result of ingesting soil and a 5 x 10-5 risk of contracting cancer as a
result of ingesting vegetables grown in the soil.

An action level for alkalinity was not determ ned since there is currently no nethod of quantifying
ri sks due to exposure to alkaline soils. Therefore, the selected renmedy does not require renoval of soil
exceeding a specific pHor alkalinity. However, the selected renedy requires placement of a clean |ayer of
fill to a mnimmdepth of 18" follow ng removal of site wastes. This clean |ayer is designed to provide
protection fromexposure to high pH soil remaining on the Site, to enhance Site soil pH equalization to
| evel s near background, and to linit the need for restrictions on future use of the Site.

In summary, the renediation goals for the Site are:
1. Al CKD will be renoved and di sposed of off-site;

2. Soils with contam nant concentrations above the action levels will be renoved to a
maxi mum dept h of 24" and di sposed of off-site. The action level for |ead is 500 ppm
and the action level for arsenic is 70 ppm

3. Al chromumbearing kiln bricks will be renobved and transported off-site where they
will be treated and di sposed of. The chrom umbearing bricks will be treated to
conply with all applicable |aws.

4. Followi ng renmnoval of the CKD, chronme bricks, and contaninated soils, the entire site
will be covered with a mninumof 18 inches of clean fill.

Cost s:

The estimated cost of the Modified Conbined Remedy is summarized in Tables 1 and 2.
V. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected remedy neets the statutory requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA. The statute requires
that remedi al actions undertaken at Superfund sites be protective of human health and the environment. The
statute al so nandates that the selected renedy conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate standards
establ i shed under Federal and State environnental |aws unless a statutory waiver is justified. |In addition,
the sel ected remedy nust be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent
t echnol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable. The statute al so includes
a preference for remedies that enploy treatnent that permanently and significantly reduces the vol une,
toxicity, or nobility of hazardous substances as their principal elenent. The follow ng sections describe how
the sel ected renmedy nmeets these statutory requirenents.

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent:

The sel ected remedy woul d renove contam nant sources froman area of relatively high population that is



subj ect to increased urbani zation, thereby providing the maxi numreduction of the risks of direct contact and
exposure to bl owing dust and renoving a potential source of groundwater contam nation. The chrom um bearing
bricks will be treated to elimnate or reduce associated health risks both on the Site and at the off-site

di sposal facility. The selected renedy is considered to be highly protective of human health and the
environnent. The inplenmentation of the remedy will not pose unacceptabl e short-termrisks.

The selected remedy will facilitate the final renediation of the Site by renmoving potential sources of
groundwat er contam nati on

Attai nment of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) of Environnmental Laws:

The prinmary requirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the selected remedy are:

EPA's CERCLA O fsite Rule governing the offsite transfer of CERCLA waste;

Federal and State solid and hazardous waste di sposal regul ations;

Federal |and disposal restrictions pertaining to storage of hazardous waste

Federal |and disposal restrictions pertaining to the treatnent of hazardous waste prior to
| and di sposal ; and

L Federal and state air regulations on total suspended particulate and fugitive dust control

The selected renedy will meet all ARARs. A summary of ARARs and guidelines to be considered (TBCs) for the
selected remedy is presented in Table 3

Cost - Ef f ecti veness:

The selected remedy is cost-effective in mtigating the Site risks posed by CKD, contam nated soils, and
chrom umbearing bricks. Section 300.430(f)(ii)(D) of the NCP states that once a renedial action satisfies
the threshold criteria (i.e., overall protection of human health and the environnent and conpliance with
ARARs), cost-effectiveness is determ ned by eval uating the rel ati onship between overall effectiveness and
cost .

The component of the nodified conbined renedy which addresses CKD waste is nore cost-effective than the
original remedy since it provides better overall protectiveness than the original renedy at a conparable
cost. This conponent requires less-long termO&M since a new |landfill will not need to be naintained

The conponent of the nodified conbined renedy whi ch addresses contam nated soils is |ess-effective
overall. The nodified remedy provides for |ess reduction of the toxicity of the contami nated soils since the
soil will not be treated prior to disposal. Mreover, the nodified conbined remedy poses nore short term
ri sks since the contam nated soils will be transported to a disposal site without prior treatnent. However,
because the nodified conbined remedy addresses contani nated soil |ess-expensively, its cost-effectiveness is
equal to or better than the original renedy.

Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es:

The nodi fied conbined remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and treatnent technol ogies to the maxi num
extent practicable. The nodified conbined renedy reduces the toxicity of the chrone-bearing bricks through
treatnment. The nodified conbi ned remedy reduces the nmobility of all Site wastes through disposal in a
landfill or facility which meets the requirenents of EPA's Ofsite Rule

Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Elenent:

The nodified conbined renmedy in part satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that enpl oy
treatnent as a principal elenment. Chromumbearing bricks will be treated using proven technol ogies to
reduce available levels of chromum Neither the CKD nor the CKD contaninated soil, however, will be treated
prior to disposal. The remedy will not include treatnment of these naterials because they are high-vol une,
lowtoxicity wastes, exenpt from RCRA Subtitle C as a result of the Bevill Amendnent.



TABLE 1

MOD! FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY COST ESTI MATE

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Item

WN P~

o O b

O © oo~

11

These estimates are designed to be accurate to at

Description

New Landfill:
Permts
Land Aquisition
Di sposal of CKD + Soil

Haul , treat, and dispose chrone brick
Mobi | e sanpl i ng/ anal ysi s
Haul , grade, and conpact clean fill
Subt ot al :
Conti ngency [20% of subtotal] (2)
Engi neering (4)
Mobi i zation [4% of subtotal] (2)
Construction Management [15% of subtotal] (2)
TOTAL CAPI TAL COSTS:
&M [ 5k/yr for 30 years] (2)

TOTAL PRESENT WORTH  (5)

Based on estimates set forth in original ROD for QU1 or QU 2.
Refer to URS Meno dated 5/26/93.

Based on existing remedi al

See Table 2 for discounting assunptions.

Modi fi ed
Uni t

30
523, 000

360
10
169, 400

desi gn contract between UDEQ and URS Consul t ants.

Modi fi ed
Unit Cost

50, 000
12, 500
22

219
850
12

| east +50 percent or -30 percent.

(2)
(2)
(2)

(3)
(2)
(2)

Modi fi ed
Tot al Cost

50, 000
375, 000
11, 506, 000

78, 840
8, 500
2,032, 800

14,051, 140
2,810, 228
2,100, 000
562, 046
2,107,671
$21, 631, 085
150, 000

$18, 514, 458



TABLE 2

ORI G NAL COMVBI NED REMEDY COST

Capital costs

present worth @7% (3)
annual O&M

pw of O&M @ 7% year O
Total present worth:

MOD! FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY COST

Capital costs
present worth @ 7%
annual O&M

pw &M @ 7% year O
Total present worth:

Not es:

ESTI MATE

Tot al s:
23,517,000 (2)
19, 284, 869
5, 000
44, 237
$19, 329, 106

ESTI MATE

Tot al s:
21, 631, 085
18, 463, 811
5, 000
50, 647
$18, 514, 458

(1) These estimates are designed to be accurate to at

(2) Capital costs for the Oiginal

Annual Expenditures:

years: 1
4,703, 400
years (4): 1
2,100, 000

| east +50 percent or -30 percent.

Conbi ned Renedy are fromthe original RODs for QU1 and QU2.

(3) Di scount rate based on OSWER Directlye No. 9355.3-20, dated June 25, 1993.

(4) Modi fied remedy can likely be inplenmented in three years based on current design schedul e.

(5) Assunes year 1 incurs design costs only.

2
4,703, 400

2
9, 765, 543

3
4,703, 400

3
9, 765, 543

4
4,703, 400

5
4,703, 400



TABLE 3
ARARs for MODI FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY

REQUI RENMENT Cl TATI ON Applicable ?/ Appl i cabl e COMVENTS
Rel evant and Ofsite
Appropri ate? Law?

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARS - FEDERAL

CLEAN WATER ACT

- Effluent Limtations Section 301 yes/ no yes If site dewatering discharge of water to adjacent water body or
POTW this will

apply.
- Toxic and Pretreatnent Effluent Section 307 yes/ no yes Woul d apply to discharge of dewatering effluent into POTW Standards
- NPDES 40 CFR Parts 122-125 no/ no yes Woul d apply to discharge of dewatering effluent into adjacent water
bodi es.
CLEAN Al R ACT 42 USC §87401- 7642
- National Prinmary end Secondary Ambient 40 CFR Part 50 no/ yes yes Dust control will be required before, during, and alter

construction.
Air Quality Standards

RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON AND 42 USC
RECOVERY ACT §86907(a)(3), 6944(a), 6949(a)
- ldentification Hazardous Waste 40 CFR Pad 261 yes/ no yes Applies to task of identifying and segregati ng hazardous wastes

on-site. TSD facility
may run tests on chrone bricks in characterize waste.

- Land Disposal Restrictions 40 CFR Pad 268 yes/ no yes Applies to offsite TSD facilities receiving chrome bricks. Portions
either apply or are
rel evant and appropriate to on-site activities such as segregation,

identification, and
tenporary storage of hazardous wastes on-site.



Superfund Site

Table 3

REQUI REMENT

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARS -

UTAH WATER QUALI TY RULES

STATE

Utah Pollution Discharge Elimnination
bodi es.
System

Wast ewat er treat nent

UTAH Al R CONSERVATI ON ACT

Air Pollution Prohibited

1.11

Noti ce of

non- maj or sources

- Sul phur Content of Fuels

Intent & Approval O der

Non- attai nnent Area Requirenents-
Sour ce

Vi si bl e Eni ssi ons
after construction.

Contr ol

of Fugitive Dust

Emi ssi ons

New

ARARs f

Cl TATI ON

R317-8

R317-3, R, 317-4, R317-5,
R317-10

UCA Title 19 Section 19-2-101

R307-1-2.1

R307-1-3.1

R307-1-3.3

R307-1-4.1

R307-1-4.2

R-307-1-4.5

TABLE 3

or MODI FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY

Applicable ?/
Rel evant and

Appropri ate?

no/ no

yes/ no

yes/ no

no/ yes

yes/ no

yes/ no

yes/ no

yes/ no

Appl i cabl e
Ofsite

Law?

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

Portland Cenent Co. (Kiln Dust #2 & #3)

COMMVENTS

Wul d apply to discharge of dewatering effluent into adjacent water

Woul d apply to discharge of dewatering effuent into POTW

Prohi bits any enissions which cause air pollution as defined in §

Sone portions of this requirenent may be relevant and appropriate to
at the Site or off-site facility to which the waste is transferred.

Site is in a non-attai nnent area.

Visible enmissions at Site nust be controlled before, during, and
Vi si bl e em ssions nust not exceed 20% opacity.
Applies if certain fuels are burned at the Site.

Dust control will be required during construction



TABLE 3
ARARs for MODI FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY

REQUI REMENT Cl TATI ON Appl i cable ?/ Appl i cabl e COWMMENTS
Rel evant and Ofsite
Appropri ate? Law?
UTAH SOLI D AND HAZARDQUS UCA Title 19 Chapter 6
WASTE ACT
- Excl usion R315-2-4 yes/ no yes Applies in that it is used to deternmi ne which waste at the Site is

a hazardous waste.

- Characteristics of Hazardous Waste R315-2-9 yes/ no yes Applies in that it is used to determ ne which waste at the Site is
s hazardous waste.

- Lists of Hazardous Waste R315-2-10 yes/ no yes Applies in that it is used to determ ne which waste at the Site is
n hazardous waste.

- Land Disposal Restrictions R315-13 yes/ no yes Applies to offsite disposal of chrome bricks.

- Appendi ces R315- 50 yes/ no yes Applies in that it is used to determ ne which waste at the Site is

a hazardous waste.

- Corrective Action O ean-up Standards R315-101 yes/ no yes Sets m ni mum cl ean-up standards for hazardous waste.
(Except Those Pertaining to G oundwater
Prot ecti on)

CHEM CAL SPECI FI C ARARs - LOCAL

SALT LAKE CI TY ORDI NANCE- Title 37 revised ordi nance of yes/ no yes Applies if site water is discharged to sewer system
WASTEWATER CONTROL Salt Lake City Corporation

ORDI NANCE/ RULES AND

REGULATI ONS

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS - FEDERAL

CERCLA

- Ofsite Rule 40 CFR Part 300. 440 no/ no yes Applies to off-site facilities in which the Site wastes are

transferred.

CLEAN WATER ACT

- Best Avail able Technol ogy Effluent 40 CFR Part 122.44(a) yes/ no yes Woul d apply if dewatering effluent is discharged to water body as a
poi nt source. My
Treat nent Requirenents apply to off-site facility(ies) to which Site wastes are

transferred.

- Effluent Monitoring Requirenents 40 CFR Parts 122.41(i) and yes/ no yes Wul d apply if dewatering effluent is discharged to water body as a
poi nt source. My
136.1-136. 4 apply to off-site facility(ies) to which Site wastes are
transferred.



REQUI REMENT

- Best Managerment Practices for Treatnment
poi nt source. My
Ef f I uent

- Discharge to POTW Requi renents
source. My

- Stormwater requirenments
remedi al action wll

which Site wastes are

SOLI D WASTE DI SPOSAL ACT

- Land Disposal of Solid Waste
WIIl apply if non-

RESOQURCE CONSERVATI ON AND
RECOVERY ACT

- Standards for Hazardous Waste
Cenerators

- Standards for Transporters of Hazardous
Wast e

- Container Storage of Hazardous Waste
on-site.

- Waste piles

- Chemical, Physical and Biol ogical
facilities. The off-site
Tr eat nent
handl i ng, storage,
requirenents.

- Land Di sposal Restrictions
either apply or are

identification, and

40

40

40

42

40

42

40

40

40

TABLE 3

ARARs for MODI FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY

Cl TATI ON Applicable ?/

Rel evant and

Appropri ate?
CFR Parts 125.100 yes/ no
CFR Part 403.5 yes/ no
CFR Part 122.26(c)1lii yes/ no

USC §8§6901- 6987

CFR Part 241 yes/ no
USC §§6907(a) (3), 6944(a), 6949( a)

CFR Part 262 yes/ no
CFR Part 263 no/ no
CFR Parts 264.171-173 yes/ no

and 264.176-178

40 CFR Parts 264. 251 and yes/ no
268. 2

40 CFR Part 265.400 et seq. no/ no
40 CFR Part 268 yes/yes

Appl i cabl e
Ofsite

Law?

yes

yes

yes

yes

no

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

COMVENTS

Woul d apply if dewatering effluent is discharged to water body as a
apply to off-site facility(ies) to which Site wastes are transferred.
Woul d apply if dewatering effluent is discharged to POTWas a point
apply to off-site facility(ies) to which Site wastes are transferred.
Applies to open excavati ons exceeding 4 acres. Excavations during
likely exceed this amount. May apply to off-site facillty(ies) to

transferred.

Applies to off-site facilities to which Site waste is transferred.

hazardous debris is used as Site backfill.

Appl i es because EPA/ UDEQ become generators by excavating chrone brick.

Applies to off-site transport of bricks.

W11l apply if containers are used to tenporarily store hazardous waste

Applies to tenporary stock pilling of chrome brick,

Applies to owners and operators of hazardous waste treatnent
facility that will treat the bricks will conply with all waste

reporting, record keeping and mani f est

Applies to offsite TSD facilities receiving chrone bricks. Porti ons
rel evant and appropriate to on-site activities such as segregation,

tenporary storage of hazardous wastes on-site.



REQUI REMENT

- Definition of
di sposition

I nor gani ¢ Soi
chronme brick

- Waste-specific Prohibition- Third Third

facilities.
Wast es

- Prohibition on Storage of Restricted
t hreshol d
Wast es

- Hazardous Waste Permit Program

SURFACE M NI NG CONTROL AND
RECLAMATI ON ACT

- Erosion Contro

- Backfill and Grading
- Revegetation
renedi ati on.

DEPARTMVENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON
bri ck.

HAZARDOUS MATERI AL TRANSPORT
REGULATI ONS

Action Specific ARARs - State

UTAH SCLI D AND HAZARDOUS
WASTE ACT

- Residues of Hazardous Waste in Enpty
Cont ai ners

- Discarded Waste

- Application and Pl an Approva
to tenporary
Procedures for TSDFs

- Ceneral Facility Standards for Omners
to Site. Applies
and Operators of TSDFs.

and Debris

40

40

40

40

30

30

30

40

Cl TATI ON

CFR

CFR

CFR

CFR

CFR

CFR

CFR

CFR

Par t

Par t

Par t

Par t

Par t

Par t

Par t

Parts 107,

268

268.

268.

270

816.

816.

816.

ARARs for

(9. M)

35

50

41
102

11

UCA Title 26 Chapter 14

R315-2-7

R315-2-11

R315-3

R315-8-2

171-179

TABLE 3

MODI FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY
Applicable ?/ Appl i cabl e
Rel evant and Ofsite
Appropri ate? Law?

yes/ no yes
no/ no yes
yes/ no yes
no/ no yes
no/ yes no

no/ yes no

no/ yes no

no/ no yes
yes/ no yes
yes/ no yes
no/ yes yes
no/ yes yes

COMVENTS

Dependi ng on, anong other things, their size at the tinme of

coul d be considered "soil end debris".

May apply to disposal of chrome bricks and mi xtures thereof in off-site
May apply to tenporary storage of chrome bricks if storage tinme exceeds

anmount .

Applies to off-site TSDs.

Rel evant and appropriate to open excavations during RA
Rel evant and Appropriate to regrading the Site follow ng renediation

Rel evant and Appropriate to re-vegetating the Site follow ng

Applies to transportation of Site wastes, including CKD and chrone

Applies to use of hazardous waste containers at the site

Applies to the Site in the event discarded wastes are di scovered
Substantive portions of these requirenments are relevant and appropriate
storage of Site hazardous waste. Applies to off-site TSDFs

Substantive portions of these requirenments are relevant and appropriate

to off-site TSDFs.



TABLE 3
ARARs for MODI FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY

REQUI REMENT Cl TATI ON Applicable ?/ Appl i cabl e COMVENTS
Rel evant and Ofsite
Appropri ate? Law?
- Preparedness & Prevention R315-8-3 no/ yes yes Substantive portions of these requirenments are relevant and appropriate
to Site

hazardous waste. Applies to off-site TSDFs.

- Contingency Plan & Enmergency R315-8-4 no/ yes yes Substantive portions of these requirenments are relevant and appropriate
to Site. Applies

Procedures to off-site TSDFs.

- Cosure and Post-Cl osure R315-8-7 no/ yes yes Substantive portions of these requirenments are relevant and appropriate

to Site. Applies
to off-site TSDFs.

- Use and Managenent of Containers R315-8-9 yes/ no yes Applies to use of containers st Site.

- Surface | npoundnent R315-8-11 yes/ no yes Applies if "surface inmpoundnents" are constructed at the Site or
O f-site TSDF.

- Waste Piles R315- 8- 12 yes/ no yes Applies if "waste piles" are constructed at the Site or Off-site TSDF.
- Landfills R315- 8- 14 no/ no yes Applies to OFf-site TSDFs.
- Energency Controls R315-9 yes/ no yes Applies if hazardous wastes or materials are spilled at the Site.
UTAH Al R CONSERVATI ON ACT UCA Title 19 Section 19-2-
101
- Emi ssion Reporting R307-1-2.2 yes/ no yes Applies if "stationary source(s)" are constructed and operated at the
Site or the facility to which the Site wastes are transferred.
- Variances Authorized R307-1-2.3 yes/ no yes Variances may apply to the Site.
- CGeneral Burning R307-1-2.4 yes/ no yes Open burning of trash is prohibited at the Site.
- Emission Testing R307-1-3.4 yes/ no yes Required if Site or off-site facility is considered "source".
- Unavoi dabl e Breakdown R307-1-4.7 yes/ no yes Applies to breakdown situations at the Site.

ACTI ON SPECI FI C ARARs - LOCAL

SALT LAKE Cl TY/ COUNTY HEALTH UCA Section 26A-1-121 yes/ no yes These requirenents may apply to di sposal of non-hazardous debris at the
Site. These
DEPARTMENT, HEALTH requirenents would apply as "off-site" to the construction landfill to
di spose CKD.

REGULATI ONS NO. 1, SOLI D WASTE
VANAGEMENT FACI LI TI ES



TABLE 3
ARARs for MODI FI ED COVBI NED REMEDY

REQUI RENMENT Cl TATI ON Applicable ?/ Appl i cabl e COMVENTS
Rel evant and Ofsite
Appropri ate? Law?

Locati on- Specific ARARs - Federal

CLEAN WATER ACT

- Permits for Dredged or Fill Material 33 USC § 404 yes/ no yes Wul d apply to dredge or fill which may occur within the City Drain
ARCHAEOLOG CAL AND HI STORI C 16 USC §8470 yes/ no yes Applies if artifacts are encountered during renedial action.
PRESERVATI ON ACT 40 CFR Part 6.301(b)

HI STORI C SITES, BU LDI NGS, AND 40 CFR Part 6.301(a) yes/ no yes Applies if historic structures are encountered at the Site.

ANTI QUI TI ES ACT

ENDANGERED SPECI ES ACT 16 USC §8531- 1543 yes/ no yes Applies if endangered species are encountered.
50 CFR Parts 17 & 402
40 CFR Part 6.302(h)

EXECUTI VE ORDER ON FLOCDPLAI N Exec. Order 11988 no/ no yes Site is not in any delineated floodpl ain.

MANAGEMENT

EXECUTI VE ORDER ON PROTECTI ON Exec. Order 11990 yes/ no yes Site was a wetland before CKD fill occurred. Sonme wetland areal exist
at the site.

OF WETLANDS

LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS - STATE

Utah Antiquities Act Ut ah Code Unann. yes/ no yes The Utah Historical Society will review the internediate design to
ensure that Native

Title 9, Chapter 8 and Title Anerican artifacts are not adversely inpacted. Risk is mninal because
of the snall

76, Chapter 6 amount of native soil that will be disturbed.
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RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

FOR THE
AVENDED RECORD OF DECI SI ON
PORTLAND CEMENT CO  (KI LN DUST #2 & #3)
COMVBI NED CPERABLE UNITS 1 AND 2
SALT LAKE A TY, UTAH

A OVERVI EW

In July 1990 and March 1992, EPA and UDEQ i ssued records of decision (RODs) describing selected remedi es for
Operable Units 1 and 2 (QUL and OJ2), respectively. The public was invited to comment on each of the
proposed plans for these RODs, as required, and Responsiveness Sunmaries were prepared for each ROD.

In May 1992 the OUs for the Portland Cenent Co. (Kiln Dust #2 and #3) Superfund Site (Site) were conbined to
facilitate remedial design (RD) and renedial action (RA). The selected renedies for the two operable units
were al so conbi ned and entail ed renoval and off-site disposal of cenent kiln dust (CKD); renoval, on-site
treatnment and off-site disposal of contaninated soil and chrom umbearing bricks; and placenent of a
protective layer of backfill on the Site. This remedy is referred to as the "original conbined remedy." RD
began in January 1993. In Novenber 1993, EPA and UDEQ i ssued an Expl anation of Significant Differences
(ESD) / Proposed Pl an whi ch proposed several nodifications to the original conbined renedy, including:

1 Di sposal of CKD in one of three types of new or existing off-site facilities, rather than
in an off-site landfill built specifically for the CKD, or possible re-use of the CKD,

Di sposal of contaminated soil without prior treatnent, rather than treating the soil before
di sposal ;

Treat ment of chrom umbearing bricks off-site, rather than on the Site; and

Reuse of non-hazardous Site debris as fill material on the Site, rather than di sposing of
the debris off the Site.

During the 30-day public comment period that followed the issuance of the ESD Proposed Pl an, EPA and UDEQ
received witten and verbal comments fromconcerned citizens, elected officials and representatives from
communi ty organi zati ons. Based on these comments, it was concluded that area residents and property owners
woul d support the nodified conbined renedy, provided the renedial action was effective in reducing the risk
associated with the Site and did not create environmental problens el sewhere.

The follow ng sections of this Responsiveness Summary address community invol venent and comments and
responses received fromthe community.

B. BACKGRCOUND ON COVMUNITY | NVOLVEMENT

Communi ty invol verent with the renedial process at the Site prior to July 1990 and March 1992 is discussed in
the QU1 and OUJ2 RODs, respectively. In July 1992, the Community Relations Plan for the Site was updat ed.

The Portland Gtizens Conmittee was formed in February 1993 to provide a forum for conmunication anong
concerned citizens, |ocal government officials, UDEQ and EPA. Periodic commttee neetings open to the public
were held in Salt Lake Gty between February and May 1995 and are expected to continue throughout RD and RA
A series of informational fact sheets has al so enabl ed comunity partici pation.

C.  SUWKARY OF COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG PUBLI C COMVENT PER OD

Al public response to the proposed nodifications to the conbi ned renedy was received during a public neeting
held in Salt Lake Gty on Novenmber 10, 1993. One witten comrent was received and the remai nder were
presented verbally at the neeting. Transcripts of the public neeting are available at adm nistrative record
repositories in Denver and Salt Lake City. The comrents follow and are categorized by rel evant topic.

Deci si on Process

Comment : A representative fromthe Salt Lake Community Action Program asked if the
community in the vicinity of the Summtville Superfund Site (Summitville) had
been i nformed about the possible receipt of CKD fromthe Portland Cenment Site.

Response: The public was inforned in the July 1993 Engi neeri ng Eval uation/ Cost Anal ysis
(EE/ CA) docunent for Summitville that an amendnent such as CKD or |inme may
be used to treat the acid-producing waste rock. The public was invited to



Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

comment on the EE/CA before it was finalized.

This concern is no |onger rel evant because since issuing the Proposed Plan, EPA
has deternined that the Portland Cenent CKD cannot be cost-effectively
transported to the Sunmmitville mne. Use of the CKD for this purpose is
therefore no | onger a viable option.

A representative fromthe Salt Lake Community Action Program asked why the
contam nated soils have been reclassified as a non-hazardous waste.

During RD, EPA Region VIII reviewed the |aws and regul ati ons governing
hazardous waste. After their review, Region VIIl staff asserted that because the
source of soil contam nation was CKD, which is exenpted frombeing a

hazardous waste, the soil should al so be exenpted from bei ng a hazardous waste.
Region VIII formally requested an interpretation on this issue from EPA
Headquarters. EPA Headquarters subsequently ruled that soils contamnated with
CKD, given certain conditions, should be exenpt fromregul ati on as a hazardous
wast e under RCRA Subtitle C. This ruling was published in a menmo from Sylvia
Low ance and Lisa Friednan/ EPA Headquarters to Robert Duprey/ EPA Region

VIl dated June 30, 1993. The CKD and contam nated soil will be disposed in
accordance with EPA s regul ati ons regarding off-site disposal of wastes from
Superfund Sites.

An area resident asked if the proposed nodifications to the renmedy, including use
of the CKD at Summitville, are acceptable to the States of Wah and Col orado.

The State of U ah supports the remedy nodifications and concurs with EPA's
determination that the Summtville disposal option should be ruled out because the
CKD cannot be cost-effectively transported to the Summtville mne.

The State of Colorado's only authority regardi ng the proposed nodifications to
the remedy relate to use of CKD at Summitville. Since disposal of the CKD at
the Summitville Mne is no longer an option, EPA has not fornmally solicited the
State's opinion it.

Proposed Handling, Treatment and D sposal of CKD, Contaninated Soil and Chrom um Bearing, Bricks

Conmrent :

Response:

Conmrent :

Response:

Conmrent :

Response:

Comment :

Representatives fromthe Salt Lake Community Action Program and the Wst Salt
Lake Community Council asked if the CKD fromthe Site could be put to
beneficial uses other than as a neutralizing agent at Summitville.

Yes. There may be other beneficial uses for the CKD fromthe Site, provided the
approach better satisfies the nine criteria including inplementability, cost
effectiveness and conpliance with applicable | aws than the di sposal options being
considered. To date, no other uses which satisfy these criteria have been
formal |y proposed to EPA or the State.

An area resident asked how nuch CKD fromthe Site coul d be accepted by
Summitville and how Sunmitville plans to utilize the CKD. Al so, who would
own the CKD after it is taken to Summtville?

Summitville could use all of the CKD on the Site, provided it could be cost-
effectively transported to the mine and tests indicated that the CKD could serve
as an effective neutralizing agent. The owner of the mine pit would own all
wast e rock and anmendnents, such as the CKD fromthe Site, placed in the mne pit.

An area resident asked if UDEQ or EPA has previously renediated sites containing CKD.

Yes. A RCOD database search revealed three sites (two in lowa and one in

Fl orida) containing CKD that are being remedi ated under the Superfund program
UDEQ and EPA have al so successfully remedi ated | arge anounts of bul k

materials such as mne tailings and contam nated soils. CKD s unique properties
are well docunented and have been and will continue to be considered during the
remedi al process.

In a witten commrent, representatives fromthe Magna Area Council and the
Magna Water Inprovenent District expressed opposition to constructing a new



landfill near Magna's residential areas. They al so asked about the commerci al
facilities under consideration to receive Site wastes.

Response: Construction of a new |andfill would be considered only if an existing commerci al
landfill were not able to legally and cost-effectively accept the waste. If a new
landfill is built, areas outside of the Salt Lake Valley will be considered in

response to comunity concerns. Six existing commercial landfills are
considered to be potential recipients of Site wastes: Gassy Muntain and East
Car bon Devel opnent Corporation (ECDC) in Wah; Envirocare Services Inc.

(ESI') in lIdaho; Conservation Services Inc. (CSI) and H ghway 36 in Col orado;
and US Ecol ogy in Nevada.

Comrent : An area resident asked where the bricks woul d be disposed.

Response: The facility which will treat and di spose of the chrom umbearing bricks will be
determ ned during the bidding process. The bricks, which are hazardous waste,
nmust be treated and disposed in a permtted facility. Gassy Muntain, ESI,

H ghway 36 and US Ecol ogy are pernmitted to treat and di spose of hazardous
waste and nay be used by the construction contractor to di spose of the bricks.

Comrent : A nearby property owner asked about coordinating the timng of shipping the
CKD fromthe Site to Sunmitville.

Response: Had the Summitville disposal option proved viable, close coordination between
the contractors at the Portland Cenment and Summitville Sites woul d have been
very inportant.

Proj ect Background and Status

Comrent : Several meeting participants asked about Site background, previous and on-goi ng
sanpling events, contanination and associ ated risks, and the original and
nodi fi ed conbi ned renedi es.

Response: Reports containing this infornmati on have been prepared for UDEQ and EPA by
various contractors and can be found in the admnistrative record files |located at
the EPA Region VII1 in Denver and the Chapman Library in Salt Lake Cty.

Comrent : A nearby property owner requested that the owners of affected adjacent properties
be considered during clean-up activities, and that this concern be noted on the record.

Response: This concern has been noted. Additional |ocations on and adjacent to the Site
have been sanpled and tested for contam nation. These data along with those
collected during RAw Il enable the full horizontal extent of contam nation
associated with the Site to be identified and remedi ated to the extent practicable.

Comrent : A nearby property owner asked if all soil sanmpling on and adjacent to the Site has
been conpl et ed.

Response: RD-rel ated sanpling has been conpleted. Confirmation testing of soil wll be
conducted after excavation to verify that CKD and contam nated soil has been
renoved. This may extend off the Site as necessary.

Conmment : An area resident asked how | ong the current groundwater nonitoring program
will continue and at what |evel the groundwater is considered uncontam nated.

Response: EPA and UDEQ have conmenced work on a renedi al investigation/focused
feasibility study (RI/FFS) at the Site to address the groundwater operable unit.
Groundwater nonitoring will be conducted as part of this RI/FFS. The cl eanup
renedy selected as a result of the RI/FFS process will establish the duration of
the nonitoring program

Cost

Comrent : An area resident asked about the final capital cost of renediation and the status
of the PRPs.

Response: The ROD Anendnent cites an estinated present worth cost for the nodified



renedy of $18.6 million. An engineer's estimate of the construction costs is

bei ng devel oped as part of the RD and will provide a better estinate of the cost
of construction. The estimate will be further refined during the bidding process
and execution of the construction contract. However, the actual formal costs will
be avail abl e when the clean-up is conpl et ed.

Lone Star Industries, which purchased the Portland Cenment Conpany of U ah,

is the primary PRP at the Site. Property owners who | eased their property to
Portl and Cenent/Lone Stax are al so considered PRPs. EPA and UDEQ entered

an agreenent with Lone Star whereby Lone Star woul d pay EPA and the State
approximately $18.3 million to use toward clean up of the Site. EPA and UDEQ
are currently negotiating settlenent agreenents with the other PRPs at the Site.



D. SUMVARY OF RECENT COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI Tl ES

The Community Relations Activities at the Portland Cenent Co. (Kiln Dust #2 & #3) Superfund
Site since the issuance of the QU2 ROD has included the follow ng:

April 1992 Updat e/ Fact Sheet publi shed.

February 3, 1993 Citizens Conmittee neeting, Salt lake Gty.

April 14, 1993 Citizens Conmttee nmeeting, Salt Lake Gty.

May 1993 Fact Sheet published.

June 16, 1993 Citizens Conmmittee meeting, Salt Lake Gty.

August 25, 1993 Citizens Conmttee neeting, Salt Lake Gty.

Cct ober 27, 1993 Gtizens Committee neeting, Salt Lake Gty.

Novenber 1, 1993 The ESDY Proposed Plan was distributed to everyone on the

mailing list prior to beginning the public comment period. Al so,
an ad was placed in | ocal newspapers to announce the commrent peri od.

Novenber 1 -

Decenber 1, 1993 Publ i c Comment period for ESD Proposed Pl an.

Novenber 10, 1993 Public Meeting to receive conments on the ESD Proposed Pl an,
Salt Lake Gty.

Decenber 15, 1993 Citizens Commttee meeting, Salt Lake Gty.

February 16, 1994 Citizens Conmittee meeting, Salt Lake Gty.

April 20, 1994 Citizens Conmttee nmeeting, Salt Lake Gty.

July 1994 News Rel ease on Lone Stax Settlenent.

Novenber 1994 Conduct ed additional comunity interviews, reviewd and
updat ed Community Rel ations Pl an.

Novenber 16, 1994 Citizens Conmittee nmeeting, Salt lake Gty.

February 15, 1995 Citizens Conmttee nmeeting, Salt Lake Gty.

May 3, 1995 Updated the Salt Lake City Mayor's O fice.

May 10, 1995 Citizens Conmittee meeting, Salt Lake Gty.

June 22, 1995 Citizens Conmttee neeting, Salt Lake Gty.



